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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

AT RI CHVOND, MARCH 24, 1999

COMMONVEALTH OF VIRG NI A, ex rel .
GEORGE M HUDG NS, et al.
V. CASE NO. PUE960133

SYDNOR HYDRODYNAM CS, | NC.

ORDER ON RECONSI DERATI ON

On March 16, 1999, Sydnor Hydrodynam cs, Inc. ("Sydnor" or
"the Conpany") filed a Petition for Reconsideration of the
Comm ssion's March 3, 1999, Final Order in this proceeding.
Sydnor request that we reconsider two cost of service issues:
t he recovery of $600.00 in annual costs to inplenent twenty-four
hour toll-free calling for custonmers to report service problens;
and the recovery of an additional $19,000 in rate case expenses
incurred by the Conpany. The Conpany's notion is supported by a
copy of an executed contract, dated March 16, 1999, between
Sydnor and a WIIliansburg tel ephone answering service; and
i nvoi ces for accounting and | egal services perforned for the
Conpany.

In our Final Order we adopted the Hearing Exam ner's
recommendation that the Conpany provide twenty-four hour toll-

free calling to its custonmers in the First Col ony subdi vision


http://www.state.va.us/scc/contact.htm#General

We further adopted the Exam ner's recommendation that Sydnor not
recover the expense for such service in its cost of service
because the Conpany did not introduce into the record evidence
of the expense. Wile the issue of providing this service was
raised for the first tinme in Staff's prefiled testinony, and
thus was not a part of the Conpany's initial filing, it would
appear the Conpany had anple tinme to respond to this issue and
coul d have introduced data supporting its request at the

evi dentiary heari ng.

Nevert hel ess, we believe the contract cost of $600.00 for
the calling service appears to be reasonable and we wll permt
it to be recovered by the Conpany. It is not, however, our
intention to grant, even in simlar situations, such requests in
the future. Were there is sufficient tinme, we will expect al
conpanies to present their evidence by the close of the hearing
or other evidentiary portion of a proceedi ng.

Wth respect to Sydnor's request regarding rate case
expenses, we will not reopen the record. As we stated in the
Final Order, we believe that the Hearing Exam ner was correct in
her anal ysis and recomendation on this issue. Qur ruling on
rate case expenses wll therefore stand. Accordingly,

| T 1S ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Conpany's Petition for Reconsideration is GRANTED

on the issue of recovery for toll-free custoner calling, and it



may i ncl ude $600. 00 per year in its cost of service for that
expense.

(2) The Conpany's Petition for Reconsideration is DEN ED
on the issue of the level of rate case expenses included in cost
of servi ce.

(3) The Comm ssion's Final Order of March 3, 1999, is
nodi fied to the extent that the Conpany's rates for the First
Col ony water system shall be reduced to effect a revenue
reduction of $2,156 (instead of $2,756) to generate $80,839 in
gross annual revenues (instead of $80,239), effective April 1
1997.

(4) The Conpany shall forthwith file with the Division of
Energy Regulation a tariff for rates of service consistent with
the terns of our March 3, 1999, Final Order, as nodified herein.

(5 This matter shall be renoved fromthe Comm ssion's

docket, and the papers placed in the file for ended causes.



